
Before t h e  Board of Zoning Adjustment, D. C. 

PUBLIC HEARING -- A p r i l  13, 1966 

Appeal No. 8664 Reatha Hanes e t  a l ,  appe l l an t s  

The Zoning Administrator  of t h e  D i s t r i c t  of Columbia, appe l l ee  

On motion duly made, seconded and unanimously c a r r i e d ,  t h e  fol lowing 
Order was en te red  a t  t h e  meeting of t h e  Board on A p r i l  27, 1966. 

EFFECTIVE DATE OF ORDER: June 13, 1966 
ORDERED : 

That t h e  appeal  f o r  a  va r i ance  from t h e  p rov i s ions  of Sec t ion  
7202 t o  permit waiver of 2  parking spacee f o r  t h e  proposed bui ld ing  
a t  517-519 Kennedy S t r e e t ,  N a W o ,  l o t s  25 and 26, square 3207, be 
denied. 

Prom t h e  record  and t h e  evidence adduced a t  t h e  pub l i c  hear ing ,  
t h e  Board f i n d s  t h e  following f a c t s :  

(1) Appe l l an t s '  l o t s  a r e  loca ted  i n  a C-2 D i s t r i c t .  

(2) Lot 25 has a  18.5 foot  f ron tage  and l o t  26 has a  19.25 foot  
f ron tage  on Kennedy S t r e e t .  Both l o t s  have a  depth of 142.5 f e e t .  

(3) Appel lan ts  propose t o  e r e c t  a 14-unit  apartment bui ld ing  on 
t h e  s i t e .  

(4) Appel lan ts  s t a t e  t h a t  t h e  l o t s  s lope  t o  t h e  r e a r  and t h a t  no 
parking can be placed under t h e  bui ld ing .  In add i t i on ,  a p p e l l a n t s  say  
t h e  s i t e  i s  such that a t a l l e r  bu i ld ing  would not  be d e s i r a b l e  a s  it  
would not  be i n  harmony wi th  e x i s t i n g  ad jacent  bu i ld ings .  

(5) Appel lan ts  can provide 5 parking spaces.  Access t o  t h e  l o t s  
is  from t h e  a l l e y .  

(6) Sec t ion  7202 of t h e  Zoning Regulat ions r equ i r e s  that apartment 
houses i n  a  C-2 D i s t r i c t  provide one parking space f o r  each two dwelling 
u n i t s .  

(71  Neighbors, Inc., opposes t h e  g ran t ing  of t h i s  appeal .  The 
group i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  parking i n  t h i s  a r e a  i s  a  problem and t h a t  t h e  pro- 
posed var iance  would i n t e n s i f y  t h e  problem. 

OPINION : 
We a r e  of t h e  opinion t h a t  appe l l an t  has f a i l e d  t o  prove a  hardship  

wi th in  t h e  meaning of t h e  va r i ance  c l ause  of t h e  Zoning Regulations.  
There i s  no hardship inherent  i n  t h e  land here.  The only reason f o r  not  
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providing the parking is the appellants' desire to erect a particular 
type of building. Another building arrangement on the site would 
allow the appellant to provide the required parking. Therefore, we 
conclude that the appellant has presented insufficient evidence to 
justify a variance from the parking requirement of the Regulations. 


